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Abstract 
The present study attempted to investigate the relationship between Turkish EFL learners' self-regulated learning components and 
vocabulary knowledge. The study examined the relationship between the participants’ proficiency level and vocabulary size. To 
fulfill this objective, a 150-item Schmitt vocabulary test administered to a sample of 149 students at Hacettepe University and 30 
English Language and Literature students at Bülent Ecevit University. The Self- Regulation Questionnaire was administered to the 
same participants after they answered the vocabulary test. The results revealed that there is a strong positive correlation between 
high levels of self-regulation and high vocabulary size. 
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1. Introduction 
Self-regulation in the academic contexts entails a “multidimensional construct, including cognitive, meta-cognitive, 
motivational, behavioral, and environmental processes that learners can apply to enhance academic achievement” 
(Dörnyei, 2005; p.191). More specifically, it refers to “planning and managing time; attending to and concentrating 
on instruction; organizing, rehearsing and coding information strategically; establishing a productive work 
environment; and using social resources effectively” (Schunk and Zimmerman, 1997, p.195).  Zimmerman (2008) 
argues that self-regulated learners are the ones that are metacognitively, motivationally and behaviorally active 
participants in their process of learning. 
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Similarly, Randi and Corno (2000, p. 651) define self-regulated learners as the ones who “seek to accomplish 
academic tasks strategically and manage to overcome obstacles using a battery of resources”. According to Pintrich 
(2000, p.454), the process of self-regulation includes four phases that have behavioral and contextual aspects. In the 
first phase, namely, forethought, planning and activation, the learners plan their time and effort and observe themselves 
in accordance with their perceptions of task and context. In the second phase of the cycle, which is monitoring, they 
monitor or watch their effort, their timing and whether they need help or not according to the conditions of tasks and 
their contexts. In the third phase named control, they either increase or decrease the effort they spend on the task, they 
either persist or give up or they ask for help. In the last phase named reflection, they evaluate the task and the context 
within the scope of their chosen behavior. 
2. Review of literature 
2.1. Self-regulating Capacity in Vocabulary Learning  
According to the many studies, to retain vocabulary better, we need to take psychological aspects and strategies 
into consideration. Park (1995) defines learning strategies as the ‘‘mental activities that people use when they study 
to help themselves acquire, organize, or remember incoming knowledge more efficiently’’ (p. 35). It indicates the fact 
that how much learners’ involvement in processing of new words be more, they retain words more readily. So, learners 
need to use vocabulary learning strategies on their own in order to achieve vocabulary inside and outside of the 
classroom over the long run. Self-regulation refers to the degree to which individuals become metacognitively, 
motivationally, and behaviorally active participants in their own learning processes (Zimmerman, 1998). Before 
students can engage in academic pursuits to attain their goals, they must learn methods that are appropriate for a 
particular task within a specific context (Zimmerman, 2000). It requires motivated learners to learn and use 
personalized strategies while they are monitoring their performance to judge their progress. As a result, learners with 
high self-efficacy are more flexible to react to their probable shortcoming of vocabulary acquisition to reach their 
goals.
2.2. Measuring Vocabulary Size 
Vocabulary is an essential building block of language and, as such, it makes sense to be able to measure learners’ 
knowledge of it. The Vocabulary Levels Test is designed to give an estimate of vocabulary size for second language 
(L2) learners of general or academic English. The rationale for the test stems from research which has shown that 
vocabulary size is directly related to the ability to use English in various ways. For example, knowledge of the most 
frequent 2000 words in English provides the bulk of the lexical resources required for basic everyday oral 
communication (Schonell et al., 1956). The next 1000 words provide additional material for spoken discourse but, 
additionally, knowledge of around 3000 words is the threshold which should allow learners to begin to read authentic 
texts. Most research indicates that knowledge of the most frequent 5000 words should provide enough vocabulary to 
enable learners to read authentic texts. Of course many words will still be unknown, but this level of knowledge should 
allow learners to infer the meaning of many of the novel words from context, and to understand most of the 
communicative content of the text. L2 learners with a knowledge of the most frequent 10 000 words in English can 
be considered to have a wide vocabulary, and Hazenberg and Hulstijn (1996) found that a vocabulary of this magnitude 
may be required to cope with the challenges of university study in an L2. For L2 learners of English who wish to 
engage in an English-medium academic environment, knowledge of the sub-technical vocabulary that occurs across 
a range of academic disciplines (academic vocabulary) is also necessary. The Vocabulary Levels Test provides an 
estimate of vocabulary size at each of the above four frequency levels and also provides an estimate of the size of the 
examinees’ academic vocabulary. Given the importance of vocabulary size to language learning, there is a growing 
demand for estimating foreign language learners' vocabulary size (Meara, 1996) in order to deliver the courses at 
tertiary level effectively.  
3. Research Questions 
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1. What is the receptive vocabulary size of English Preparatory students and English Language and Literature 
students in Turkish EFL context? 
2. Is there a gender-related difference in participants’ receptive vocabulary size?  
3. Is there a statistically significant difference in the receptive vocabulary size of the participants according to 
their levels of language proficiency? 
4. Is there any relationship between self-regulated learning components and vocabulary knowledge in Turkish 
EFL context?  
4. Methodology 
4.1. Participants and Setting 
The study was conducted in an EFL setting, at the Department of Basic English at Hacettepe University, Ankara, 
Turkey, where university students study English for general purposes during a complete academic year before they 
start their university education at their departments and English Language and Literature Department at Bülent Ecevit 
University, Zonguldak Turkey. 84 pre-intermediate level and 65 intermediate level students at the Department of Basic 
English at Hacettepe University, Ankara, Turkey and 30 advanced level students at the English Language and 
Literature Department, Zonguldak, Turkey participated in the study. The students were all four-year undergraduate 
students. The study was carried out with advanced level students, intermediate level students and the pre-intermediate 
level students because they are expected to have sufficient vocabulary knowledge. 
4.2. Materials and Instruments 
The 2000, 3000, 5000, 10000 word and academic word frequency-band from the receptive version of the 
Vocabulary Level Tests were used to measure the receptive vocabulary size of these subjects (Schmitt, Schmitt and 
Clapham, 2001, version 2). These tests are based on the frequency lists collected by West (1953) in the General Service 
List and the Thorndike and Lorge (1944) list, which were checked against the list compiled by Kucera and Nelson 
Francis (1967), known as the Brown Corpus. 
In the Vocabulary Level Tests, test-takers have to match a target word with the corresponding definition. A total 
of 150 target words are used for testing. Ten groups of six words and three definitions make up the test. Each correct 
answer, i.e. matching each target word with its definition is given one point, so that the maximum score of each test 
is 30 points. The research studies have reported that the tests are not only valid and consistent in their measurements, 
but also that, in fact, they measure what they set out to measure. The test rubric encouraged subjects not to guess 
blindly, ‘If you have no idea about the meaning of a word, do not guess. If you think you might know the meaning, 
then you should try to ¿nd the answer.’ From the data, it appears that examinees generally complied with this 
instruction and, particularly in the case of the less frequent words, did not answer an item if they did not know it. 
A Turkish version of ‘Self-Regulating Capacity in Vocabulary Learning Scale (SRCvoc) (Tseng, Dörnyei, & 
Schmitt, 2006) was also used in this study. The items were translated into Turkish by the researcher. A bilingual 
Turkish-English speaker back translated the items to check for any ambiguities, and the researcher confirmed the 
translation. The linguistic reliability of the instrument was thus ensured. A short background information questionnaire 
was added to the beginning of the SRCVoc to collect demographic information. There are five subscales in the original 
SRCVoc (Tseng et al., 2006). The first is commitment control, which is related to goal setting (e.g. 'When learning 
vocabulary, I persist until I reach the goals I set for myself.'); meta-cognitive control is related to concentration and 
procrastination (e.g. 'When learning vocabulary, I have special techniques to keep my attention focused.'); satiation 
control is concerned with controlling boredom (e.g. 'During the process of learning vocabulary, I am confident I can 
overcome any sense of boredom'); emotion control covers dealing with disruptive emotional states (e.g. 'When I feel 
stressed about learning vocabulary, I know how to reduce this stress.'); and finally, environment control refers to 
controlling negative environmental factors (e.g. 'When learning vocabulary, I know how to arrange the environment 
93 Burcu Şentü rk /  Procedia - Social and Behavioral Sciences  232 ( 2016 )  90 – 97 
to make learning more efficient.'). Participants made their responses on a 6-point Likert-type scale (1= 'Strongly 
disagree, 6= 'Strongly agree.'). 
Data were collected in one session during class time. The time allotted to complete the task was 30 minutes. At the 
beginning of the test, clear instructions were given both orally and in written form in the students’ mother tongue to 
clarify what they were asked to do. In order to calculate descriptive values and measure differences among male and 
female learners, the SPSS 22 was used to perform descriptive and inferential statistics. 
3.3. Data Analysis 
The quantitative data for this study was gathered through the 2000, 3000, 5000, 10000 word and academic word 
frequency-band from the receptive version of the Vocabulary Level Tests. The vocabulary levels of the participants 
in terms of 2000 word level, 3000 word level, 5000 word level, 10000 word level, and academic vocabulary were 
determined by calculating the correct answers. Students get a score out of 30 for each test.  
The second instrument used in this study is the Self-Regulating Capacity in Vocabulary Learning’scale (SRCvoc) 
(Tseng, Dörnyei, and Schmitt, 2006). This instrument was administered to all students after their completion of the 
vocabulary test. The questionnaire reflects five different subscales. Questions 4, 7, 10, 13 addressed commitment 
control, questions 5, 9, 11, 16 were concerned with meta-cognitive control, questions 1, 8, 18, 19 were about satiation 
control, questions 2, 6, 12, and 15 dealt with emotional control and questions 3, 14, 17, and 20 were about 
environmental control.  
5. Results and Discussion 
RQ. 1. What is the receptive vocabulary size of English Preparatory students and English Language and Literature 
students in Turkish EFL context? 
The 2000, 3000, 5000, 10000 word and academic word frequency-band from the receptive version of the 
Vocabulary Level Tests were used to measure the receptive vocabulary size of the students (Schmitt, Schmitt and 
Clapham, 2001, version 2). These tests are based on the frequency lists collected by West (1953) in the General Service 
List and the Thorndike and Lorge (1944) list, which were checked against the list compiled by Kucera and Nelson 
Francis (1967), known as the Brown Corpus. 
The mean score and standard deviations for the overall vocabulary tests were calculated to find out the participants’ 
receptive vocabulary size. The mean scores of each test for each group were also calculated in order to gain insight 
into the different vocabulary level.  
The participants have relatively high level in 2000 word level (M=8.47, SD=4.26 for pre-intermediate level, 
M=11.51 SD=4.01 for intermediate level and M= 25.16 SD=2.64 for advanced level) which means students know the 
bulk of the lexical resources required for basic everyday oral communication (Schonell et al., 1956), a moderate level 
in 3000 word level (M=5.00,  SD=3.20 for pre-intermediate level, M=6.92, SD=4.19 for intermediate level and M= 
22.10, SD=4.39 for advanced level) which means that the students have acquired additional material for spoken 
discourse, a relatively low level in 5000 word level (M=3.66,  SD=2.89 for pre-intermediate level, M=5.85, SD=2.85 
for intermediate level and M= 13.66, SD=4.97 for advanced level). As research suggests although many words are 
still unknown, learners could infer the meaning of many of the novel words from context, and understand most of the 
communicative content of the text. It is also clear from the table that participants have a seriously low level in 10000 
word level (M=.75, SD=1.36 for pre-intermediate level, M=1.32, SD=1.46 for intermediate level and M= 3.43, 
SD=3.00 for advanced level). This result points out that student EFL teachers have difficulty in coping with the 
challenges of university study in an L2. In terms of academic vocabulary, we can see that the participants have a 
moderate level of proficiency (M=3.83, SD=3.21 for pre-intermediate level, M=7.78, SD=3.81 for intermediate level 
and M= 19.63, SD=5.17 for advanced level). The participants’ responses to the items in Academic Vocabulary test 
reveal that they have necessary knowledge of the sub-technical vocabulary that occurs across a range of academic 
disciplines (Nation and Waring, 1997; Schmitt et al., 2001).  
As it can be inferred from the results, there are differences between advanced level students and intermediate and 
pre-intermediate students’ vocabulary size. This suggests that vocabulary size of the students increases as they 
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continue their education. Also, since advanced level students are English Language and Literature students, this result 
is not surprising.  
RQ. 2. Is there a gender-related difference in participants’ receptive vocabulary size?  
A one-way between groups multivariate analysis of variance was performed to investigate gender differences in 
receptive vocabulary size. 6 dependent variables were used: 2000 level test, 3000 level test, 5000 level test, 10000 
level tests, academic vocabulary test and total result of the tests. The independent variable was gender. MANOVA 
analysis revealed no signi¿cant differences between males and females on the combined dependent variables, 
F=1.752, p < .112, Wilks’ Lambda=.942, partial eta squared=.058. When the results for the dependent variables were 
considered separately, there were no signi¿cant interaction effects of the vocabulary test scores and gender (F=1.752, 
p < .112). 
Table 1:Change in vocabulary size  for Male and Female Students 
 Gender  
 Male (78) Female (100) All (178) 
Vocab. Test Mean SD Mean SD Mean SD 
2000 11.9872 6.40108 12.6900 7.64714 12.3820 7.11727 
3000 8.2179 6.53591 8.8500 7.75297 8.5730 7.23205 
5000 6.0769 4.59183 6.1900 5.04864 6.1404 4.84068 
10000 
Academic 
Total 
1.3333 
7.1026 
34.2436 
2.24862 
5.97308 
22.29331 
1.4700 
8.5500 
37.8400 
 
1.80602 
7.27022 
27.44718 
 
1.4101 
7.9157 
36.2640 
2.00714 
6.75300 
25.31347 
However, when the means were carefully examined, it was found out that females scored better in each test and in 
total (M=37.84, SD= 27.44) than males (M= 34.24, SD = 22.29).  
 
RQ. 3. Is there a statistically significant difference in the receptive vocabulary size of the participants according to 
their levels of language proficiency? 
Since there are 3 groups to compare, a One Way MANOVA test was used to analyze the effect of these groups on 
their receptive vocabulary size.  
A one-way between groups multivariate analysis of variance was performed to investigate proficiency differences 
in receptive vocabulary size. 6 dependent variables were used: 2000 level test, 3000 level test, 5000 level test, 10000 
level tests, academic vocabulary test and total result of the tests. The independent variable was proficiency. There was 
a statistically significant difference among pre-intermediate, intermediate and advanced level learners on the 
combined dependent variables, F=4.381, p < .05, Wilks’ Lambda=.184, partial eta squared=.937. When the results for 
the dependent variables were considered separately, there were signi¿cant interaction effects of the vocabulary test 
scores and proficiency (F=4.381, p < .05). Additionally, the results revealed differences between advanced group and 
other groups with advanced groups having higher mean score (M=83.73) than intermediate (M=33.35) and pre-
intermediate (M=21.52) levels. In other words, there was a highly relationship between proficiency and the size of 
vocabulary totally as well as different frequency levels hence, students with higher proficiency level enjoy larger 
vocabulary repertoire and larger vocabulary size leads to higher proficiency. 
 
Table 2: Change in vocabulary size  for proficiency 
 Proficiency  
 Pre-intermediate Intermediate Advanced 
Vocab. Test Mean SD Mean SD Mean SD 
2000 8.476 .431 11.516 .494 25.167 .722 
3000 5.000 .414 6.922 .474 22.100 .693 
5000 3.667 .362 5.559 .415 13.667 .606 
10000 
Academic 
Total 
.750 
3.833 
21.524 
.194 
.417 
1.356 
1.328 
7.781 
33.359 
 
.222 
.477 
1.553 
 
3.433 
19.633 
83.733 
.325 
.697 
2.269 
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RQ. 4. Is there any relationship between self-regulated learning components and vocabulary knowledge in Turkish 
EFL context?  
Self-Regulating Capacity in Vocabulary Learning’scale (SRCvoc) (Tseng, Dörnyei, & Schmitt, 2006) was 
administered to all students after their completion of each vocabulary test. The questionnaire reflects five different 
subscales. Questions 4, 7, 10, 13 addressed scale 1 which is commitment control, questions 5, 9, 11, 16 were concerned 
with meta-cognitive control (scale 2), questions 1, 8, 18, 19 were about satiation control (scale 3), questions 2, 6, 12, 
and 15 dealt with emotional control (scale 4) and questions 3, 14, 17, and 20 were about environmental control (scale 
5).  
Table 3: Self-regulation scale results for proficiency 
 Proficiency  
 Pre-intermediate Intermediate Advanced 
Vocab. Test Mean SD Mean SD Mean SD 
Scale 1 3.565 1.45599 3.772 1.27122 4.558 1.31131 
Scale 2 3.732 1.23970 3.974 1.21873 4.450     1.27982 
Scale 3 3.634 1.37487 3.687 1.31391 4.067 1.20153 
Scale 4 
Scale 5 
3.366 
3.699 
1.37237 
1.31106 
3.422 
3.724 
1.41101 
1.37973 
4.292 
    4.425 
1.25075 
1.15520 
 
As can be seen from table 3, the highest mean scores for each scale belong to the advanced group, and the lowest 
to the pre-intermediate group. The highest mean for the pre-intermediate and intermediate group was scale 2 which is 
meta-cognitive control, for the advanced group, it was scale 1 named as commitment control. Also, in order to answer 
the fourth research question, Pearson product moment correlation coefficient test was carried out.  
The relationship between self-regulated learning components (as measured by SRCvoc) and vocabulary knowledge 
in Turkish EFL context (as measured by Vocabulary Level Tests) was investigated using Pearson product moment 
correlation coefficient. Preliminary analyses were performed to ensure no violation of the assumptions of normality, 
linearity and homoscedasticity. There was a moderate positive correlation between the two variable r=.316, n=178, 
p<005 with high levels of self-regulation with high vocabulary size. Furthermore, when despcriptive statistics for the 
SRCvoc were examined, it was seen that students generally have a moderate level of self-regulated vocabulary 
learning components (M=3.76, SD=.815); however, when proficiency levels were examined, it was seen that the 
advanced group had the highest mean (M= 4.35, SD=.790), intermediate level students had the second highest mean 
(M=3.69, SD=.730) and the pre-intermediate level students had the lowest mean (M=3.59, SD=797). Therefore, it can 
be inferred that the higher the vocabulary size students have, the more self-regulated vocabulary learning components 
students have. 
6. Conclusion 
Vocabulary knowledge is considered by both first language and second language researchers to be of great 
significance in language competence (Laufer and Nation, 1999). Since the importance of vocabulary, as a component 
of every language, in communication, reading and other aspects of language learning is recognized, estimating 
vocabulary size has been of great interest to researchers. Over the years there have been many vocabulary size studies 
trying to find out something about the vocabulary size of people (Waring, 1997).The present study has been carried 
out in order to investigate the relationship between Turkish EFL learners' self-regulated learning components and 
vocabulary knowledge. This study also examined the receptive vocabulary size of English Language and Literature 
students and English preparatory school students and examined the relationship between the participants’ proficiency 
level and their vocabulary size. To this end, the participants had a high level of vocabulary in 2000, 3000, and academic 
vocabulary word level whereas the participants had a moderate level in 5000 word level and a low level in 10000 
word levels. The study also found differences between advanced level of students and intermediate level students and 
pre-intermediate level students in terms of vocabulary size. Advanced level students ranked higher in all vocabulary 
tests. This shows that vocabulary stock of students increase as they move up to upper grades. This result supports the 
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results of KÕrmÕzÕ (2014) in that in his study he found differences between 2nd and 3rd grade students in terms of 
vocabulary size, third level students ranked higher and he concluded that vocabulary size of the students increase as 
they move up to upper grades. The result can also be supported by other researches that the more extensive one's 
vocabulary the higher their language proficiency will be (Nation, 2001).  
The results of the MANOVA revealed statistically no significant difference between males and females in relation 
to their vocabulary size. However, when the means were carefully examined, it was found out that females scored 
better than males in each vocabulary test.  
Yang (1994) states that perceived proficiency levels have a significant effect on students’ use of learning strategies. 
The better students perceive their language proficiency, the more often they use various learning strategies to assist 
them in learning English. In order to determine the relationship between self-regulated learning components and 
vocabulary knowledge in Turkish EFL context, Pearson product moment correlation coefficient was used to analyze 
the data. The statistics revealed that there is a significant relationship between language learning strategies and 
vocabulary size (p <.05). Therefore, it can be understood that there is a positive relationship between self-regulated 
learning components and vocabulary size. Therefore, the learners with higher vocabulary size use particular 
vocabulary learning strategies more than the learners with lower vocabulary size, so the more self-regulating strategies 
are used, the higher the vocabulary size becomes. 
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